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In an attempt to understand the variability in

student evaluations, a study was undertaken at the beginning of the
fall 1972 semester to analyze California students' initial course
expectations. A Course Questionnaire wvas designed consisting of a
total of 19 statements with a six-point response rating scale ranging
from strongly agree to strongly disagree. The questionnaire was
administered to approximately 850 students enrolled in courses
ranging from "Barriage and the Family" to "Nutrition" offered by the
CSUN Home Economics Department., Results of the study indigéted that
the greatest consensus occured in the areas of teacking style and

grading, vhere students overvhelmingly vant resource spe

ers brought

into the class, appropriate audiovisual media, and the grading policy
for the course stated at the beginning of the semester. (Author)
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*IS THERE A CONSENSUS IN UNIVERSITY

1

STUDENTS COURSE EXPECTATIONS?"
Molly C. Gorelick, Marjory L. Joseph

California State University, Northridge

One of the outcomes of student unrest on college
campuses was the demand for "relevance" in education.
Recent decreases in university enrollment have raised
further questions about what students are seeking. 1In
responding to the stress Van Waes (1968) noted that we
need to listen to student comnlaints to determine the
source of their frustration and dissatisfaction. At-
tempts to determine what is "relevant®™ and what is
"most insistent" to university students frequently have
taken the form of end of semester student evaluations
of professor's style and conduct of e»urses. These
evaluations are published in many .niversities snd used
by students as a guide in selecting their progreams. A
comprehensive annotated listing of the many studies and
articles dealing with the worth of student evaluations i-
found in Miller's (1972) book on "Evaluating Faculty Per-
formance". The general theme running through the annota-

tions is agreement that student evaluations provide a

1pnig study was supported in part by the
Department of Health, Education and Welfare,
Social and Rehabilitation Service, Rehabilitation
Services Administration, Grant No=55=-P-45144/9-03,
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valuable source of feedback to the professors and students.
However, doubt is cast on the validity of the procedurcs
and measures used and the effectiveness of such evaluatinns
in bringing about changes.

The inherent complexity of teacher evaluation is sum-
marized by Necley (1968): “Teachers have been rated and
cvaluated since the beginning of teaching and nay‘expect.to'
be evaluated in the future, But there is not, even in this
day of standardized tests, a new and objective way of eval-

‘uwating teachers. There is a lack of agreement amons author-
ities as to what constitutes a good teacher. A review of
literature over the past twenty-five ycers indicated no
objective usable criterion for identifying effective teach-
ers.

Although there is general sgreement among the univers-
ity community as to the value of an ongoing student evalua-
tion process for improving professorisl competencies (Wilson-
Hiiéebrand). the end of semester evaluati~ns have not an-
swered, for the vast majority of professors, the question
as to precisely what chénges should be instituted or effect-
ed in teaching style and course content.

One of the writers of this paper found after years of
soliciting anonymous student evaluations and trying to im-
plement the suggestions that something was lacking in the
éuidelines for change produced by the end of semester student

evaluations. For example, the students would recommend less
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lecture time and more time devoted to éfizent discussions.
The next semester the rrofessor anxious to improve, to
“turn on" and to satisfy the students would reduce direct
lecture time and inc;ease student discussions, only to
discover that the student avaluations at the end of that
semester indicated tley wanted mdfe direct lucture time
and less discussion. This confusicn and inability to e-
chicve congruence hetween what the stidents appeared %o
desire #nd the sincere efforts of the .~2fessor to imrle~
m2nt nositive change to satisfy these st yrestions finally
leazd to an "“Aha" phenomgnbn that most ...udies dealinz with
stvdent eveluatinng of their professors heve omitted =2
critical variabhle from their methodolosy. The omizsion in-
volves the failure to take into account at the beginning
of the semester the cntry exnectations of each- new grour
of student: enrolled in a rerticvler course, Insteaed, we
continue to use as a guide to course style and conduct
changces, the end of semester evaluations of a collection
of individuales who may no ionger significantly reprresent
the exvectations of the next group of students. In this
connection, Ericksen (1970) discussing the complexity of
college teaching stated: "Students with sharply differing
motivational s2ts do not hear or feﬁd the same things and
to a certain extent may hardly be participzti.g in the
same course." In order to obtain a picture of the begin-

ning of the semester student expectations in the areas of
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teaching style, grading and the desired outcomes in course
content, a study was undertaken, It was hoped that it would
be poscsible to identify a significant student consensus. I1f
so, this information could be used by the professor to con-
firm the direction of his course design or to initiate changes
appropriate to that rarticular group of students.

For the sake of readability, the details of the method-
ology and the vaerious statistical tests used in the study
will e eliminated or summarized in this paper. Those rec27-
nrs desiring a copy of +the tntel revort sre invited to write
to the anthorse,

Using 833 undergraduste and graduvate students (primar-
ily fcmale) enrclled in both gener2l education courses and
those designed for majors offered by the Department of Home
Economics at California State University, Northridge (CSUN),
the attempt to fill the geap in the student eveluestion process
was launched. The cnurses were in the areas of merriage
and family relations, child growth and development, textiles
and nutrition.

Those of you who have read to this point in the article
are invited to skim the "CSUN Course Expectatirn Question-
naire* which is reprinted brlow and predict which quections
if any obtained an overwhelming (80% or greater) strongly

agree student response? \Y

Insert Table 1 here




Table 1 BEST COPY AvAILABLE

CSUN Course Exrectations Questionnaire

Pleese Complete:

Course : Age at Nearest Bilrthday
Current Class Level 18 22=24
Freshman 19 25-29
Sorhomore 20 30-34

~ Junior 21 35«40
Senior | L), & over___
Gradvate Sex
Unclagsified Female Nale

For each of the following <tatements, ciircle the numbher in the
right margin that indicates your rezetion to the stztement.
Cirele according to the guide below.

strongly acree

agree

not sure bt probabdbly sgree

not sure but prohably disagrec

disagzree

H MM W FE N O

etrongly disagree

l. I would prefer lecectures by the Profecsor 6 5 4 3 2 1
with a minimnun of elacs dinscuczeion.

e T wend2 prefer nrimarily class dis- 6 5 4 3 2 1

-

?
cussions.

3. .I would prefer 2 combinationof 1 #=nd 2. 6 § 4 3 2 1
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k, I would prefer position and other pepers 6 5 o 3 2 1
prenared by and presented by individual
students, '
5. I would prefer organized student group 6 5 4 3 2 1
presentations (e.g nels).
6. I believe resource speakers would be 6 5 &4 3 2 1
wor+thwhile bringing in to lecture to
the eclass. '
7. Appropriately sclected media such as 6 5 4 3 2 1
films, and tapes add tc the interest |
of the course.
8. I would like the class divided into 6 5 & 3 2 1
groups with similer interests for the
purnose of buzz, Srain-stormjng. and
encounter sescions.
9. I believe a pretest should be given 6 5 4 3 2 1
at the very begirning to assess the
student's present knowledge of the
course content,
10. Students should be completely free to 6 5 % 3 2 1
pursue their own interests in the course. "
11. The basis for assignirng gredes zhould bve 6 5 4 3 2 1
clecarly designated by the professor at
the beginning of éhe semester.
12. Students should be permitted to assign 6 5 &4 3 2 1

themselves grades.
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13. Assignment of grades should he a joint 6 5 &4 23 2 1

decision of rrofescor and student.

Outcomes yeun w~:1d like to sequire from this cenrse:

14, Basic scientific knowled-e and data in & 5 4 3 2 1
this field.
15. Hov and where to obtain informationend 6 5 4 3 2 1

data i:. +hic field.

LY
N
o

16. Primerily epplied, functioral knowledge 6 5 4
and ..ractices, |

17. Combinagion of secientific and anplied 6 5 4 3 2 1
knowledr-e,

18. Broad overview of key concepts in the 5 5 4 3 2 1
field.

19. DMNotivaticn to learn more about the 6 5 L 3 2 1

field,

MCG:lec
(¢ 1972
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If you chose questions 6, 7, 11, 16, 18 and 19 your
predictions of the results were correct. In the aress of
teaching style and grading, students overwhelmingly wants

’ resource sneakers brought in to the clacss (question 6 -
83%); appropriate audio-visual media used (question 7 -
86%); and the grading policy for the course stated at the
beginning of the semester (question 11 - 86%%). Regerding
course content outcomes students want: primerily applied,
functional Inowledge end practices (questiorn 1€ - 8R7);
broad overview of key coneepts in the field (question 19 -
807%) and motivation to leern mone ebout the field (quos-
tion 19 - 80¥5). Other stetements students reverded very
fevorably were: 2 combin2tion of lecture #nd discuscinn
(question 3 - 72%); how 2nd where to find informetion
(ouestion 15 - 73%) and a combination of scierntific z+.d
arplied knowledze (guestion 7 -~ 744),

The resultrs of the study indicate that a Séginning
of the sermester a:secsment of student course exractations B
vwill give the professnr a ricture of the consensus snd di-
versity of interscte of those enrolled. Such an analysis
may be utilized by the instructor to implement change err-
ly.in the semester. The direction the rrofecsor shovld
f~llow is by no means clearcut, FEven hefore the studerts
know the professor, the puzzling information obtained from
the ccurse exnectations analysis is the students' over-

whelming preference for resource speakers and audin-visual

10
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media to lectures by the profecsor. Scme professors now
regularly using the California State University, Nerth-
ridge Course Expectation Y:a2stiornnaire report thc same
strong preference shown for resource srrzkers and audio-
visual medin, However, tve professors note that 2 dis-
cussion of the expectation results with their student:-
helps both professor and students eztablish a better
initial rarport.

There are other que<tions still to be reszolved in the
student/profess~r evaluati-n process. One of the mest
critical is the definition of what constitutes & signifi-
cant consensus? Should a majority of onc or 75% or just
what number of those enrolled in a course be sufficicnt
for a professor to initiate chance and rursue the dircetion
selected by the students? Will the use of a statistic *eond
to eclipse the individusl whose exnectations vary greatly
from measures of statistical significsnce? To avoid rele-
gating individuval students to anonymity, should the "CSUT:
Course Expectation Questionnaire® be signed so that the
rrofessor can bhe made aware of individnal student interercts?
How ofter. during the semestor shnuld the professor solicit
student evaluvatinns and initiate channes? fre quality of
instruction and noyulzri .y synenyroust

These zrd other questions relating to "meeting the

needs of college and university studonts for r.levarce,"”

11
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require continued examiration, Althougzh the CSUN Conurse
Expectation questionnaire aoes not answer for the nro-
fessor the question of “how to be all things to all stu-~
dents", it does assist the professor to confirm the design
of his eoursc by tuning in to the expectations of each new
group of individuals in a course - a dimension omittad

from the end of semester student evaluations.
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